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Lakeside Neighborhood Plan 2010

Preface:

In the summer of 2007, the Lakeside Community Council, with a mandate from the County to revise and
update the 1994 Lakeside Neighborhood Plan to comply with the new County
Growth Policy, called for volunteers from the community to form the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan
Committee (the Committee). Volunteers submitted resumes along with statements of their experience
and skills. The resulting list of Committee Members was approved and submitted by the Lakeside
Community Council to the Board of Commissioners. The Committee began having working sessions in
late October 2007, electing Chair, Vice-Chair, Secretary/Project Manager and, later, Treasurer. The list
of Committee members can be found in the Table of Contents of this document.

The goal of the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan Committee has been to seek out the current situation and
conditions of the Lakeside community and to seek out inputs from the community and combine them all
into a plan that works for the Lakeside neighborhood now and in the foreseeable future. The issues and
opportunities the Committee faced were many and balancing them was a difficult process. Dozens of
volunteers, hundreds of public comments, and scores of interviews with Lakeside residents, property
owners and business professionals in the community have been combined, analyzed, argued and
ultimately compiled into this document.

It is understood that the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan, an addenda to the Flathead County Growth
Policy, is not a regulatory document and does not confer any authority to regulate its provisions.
The goals, policies, and text included herein should be considered as a detailed description of
desired land use in the Lakeside Neighborhood planning area. The Plan should also be used

as guidance in adopting zoning ordinances and resolutions that would regulate land use in the
Lakeside planning area.

Though the plan is not regulatory, it does represent the current status of various aspects of the
community and the desires of a large cross section of the community. Once adopted, the plan is
considered an addendum to the Flathead County Growth Policy. The Plan should be considered by all
those who review and evaluate development applications. Developers are also strongly encouraged to
consider the plan when creating and designing development projects. This Plan is meant to:

1. Communicate: It has been 15 years since the last community survey and Neighborhood Plan
and there have been many changes within the Lakeside Community. There is significant
information in this Plan regarding “existing conditions”. The intent of this information is to
provide an overall snapshot of our community for both current and potential residents and
property owners, who may or may not be aware of all the changes that have occurred in the last
15 years and have certainly not seen a comprehensive overview of the community in that time.

2. Plan: Based on the existing conditions and on input from the Community, the Committee has
developed future land use maps and land use descriptions, identified issues and opportunities,
stated goals and policies, and proposed implementation strategies. Throughout this plan,
implementation strategies are intended to provide guidelines for accomplishing goals and
adhering to policies. This forward-looking, planning information is for the community, but
additionally will supplement the County Growth Policy and serve as benchmarks against which
development applications can be compared by the Lakeside Community Council, the County
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Planning Board and the County Commissioners. To rule on developments, these officials need
to understand the desires of the community.

This Neighborhood Plan document contains a lot of information. Some may chose not to read the
document in its entirety. The Table of Contents can direct you to the areas that apply to specific
interests in the Neighborhood Plan.

Certainly the Committee would encourage everyone to read all the material for complete understanding
of how the Future Land Use Map, Goals and Policies and Implementation Strategies were developed.
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Chapter 1  Background, Authorization, and Revision Process

1.1 Background

The 1994 Lakeside Neighborhood Plan was developed locally by volunteers from Lakeside, who
recognized that “Change appears inevitable” and represented the community desire that “the community
needs to have a voice in the change”. Efforts to develop the 1994 Plan were undertaken to “bridge the
gap between the general County Plan and the specific neighborhood needs of Lakeside”. The plan is
recorded in County Records Department as document 95341/6000 and copies can be obtained there.

The 1994 Plan researched and reported various important considerations, describing existing conditions
and identifying issues associated with each consideration:

e Land Use and Development Patterns, describing existing conditions and identifying issues in
four (4) sub-areas:

1) Business District of Lakeside

2) Lakefront Development

3) Highway Corridor

4) Timbered Foothills back from Lake
Lakeside Community Water Resources
Lakeside County Sewer District

Solid Waste / Green Boxes

School District

QRU and Fire Department

Law Enforcement

Roads & Highways

Community Organizations

In the 1994 Plan, the Steering Committee concludes that the issues uncovered and input from the
community point to “a significant perceived need to develop a mechanism for expanded self-
determination of this community. Of necessity, this needs to be some form of local organization
responsive to community needs, be politically viable, and with the ability to influence decisions at higher
governmental levels which impact Lakeside in some fashion.”

Of the four (4) options considered (Status Quo, Planning Advisory Committee, Community Council, and
Incorporation), the recommended and implemented option was to establish the Lakeside Community
Council to represent the community of Lakeside in matters of land use, development or other issues that
would impact Lakeside. The Council would hold meetings open to the public to consider and gather
community input on proposed development or other issues and efforts within the community and submit
recommendations to County officials. The 1994 Plan identified issues that the Community Council or
other organizations should address and called for implementation of a Land Use Development Code
(this was implemented as the Lakeside Zoning District).

The 1994 Plan was approved by the Flathead County Planning Board and Board of Commissioners in
late 1995 (Resolution # 1068A, November 22, 1995; filed as County Document 95341/6000 in the
Flathead County Courthouse).
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The 1994 plan did not have the Growth Policy as a guide and comparing it to Growth Policy
requirements is done ONLY to indicate what was needed in the 2010 revision. In no way was the
1994 plan deficient for its time, and it was adopted by the County as an amendment to the County
Master Plan. The chart below details the differences between the 1994 Plan and the 2010 revised
Plan using 2007 Growth Policy requirements as the base of comparison.

Requirements for a

Neighborhood Plan from the

Growth Policy

1994 Lakeside
Neighborhood Plan

2010 revision to Lakeside
Neighborhood Plan

Authorization and background

"A grass roots, citizen
initiated planning effort"

Mandate from the County to update
existing Neighborhood Plans
(including Lakeside) to comply with
2007 adopted Growth Policy

Plan area boundaries

Spring Creek to Lake
County; Flathead Lake to
USFS boundary

- Boundaries UNCHANGED;
- better map/description

Essential community
characteristics

high level descriptions of 4
sub-areas defined in Plan;
vague

history of area and much other data
from survey & interviews throughout
Plan

developed from survey results and

Community vision missing public workshops
Existing conditions...
Demographics | missing in depth analysis from survey results
focus on commerce & commercial in
Economy | missing the planning area

Housing Needs

minimal (a couple of survey
questions)

in depth analysis from survey and
local interviews

Current development/land use

high level descriptions of 4
sub-areas defined in Plan;
no maps

detailed descriptions of current &
future land use, issues &
opportunities; maps

Natural environment

missing

Detailed section on Natural
Resources

Transportation

brief description of Hwy 93
corridor and other roads
and a few issues with them

detailed section on roads and
highways not limited to Hwy 93

Land ownership (Public/Private)

missing

acreage and maps included

Local and public facilities

Brief descriptions of water,
sewer, solid waste, schools,
QRU, VFD, Law
enforcement

In depth descriptions, including issues
and opportunities, goals & policies &
implementation strategies, for QRU,
VED, Water, Sewer, Solid Waste, Law
enforcement, schools, & assessment
of Lakeside Community Council

Issues and opportunities

some issues, but no
opportunities

Issues and opportunities throughout
for each topic listed above and for
current & future land use

Appropriate locations for all
types of anticipated growth

recommended development
of a Land Use Development
Code - which resulted in the
Lakeside zoning district
(downtown lakeside) but no
other land use / growth
specifications

Defined seven (7) land use categories
in detail with land uses and densities
and maps
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Identified throughout for each topic
listed above and for current/future

Goals and policies missing land use.

defined 4 sub-areas, but

these not in compliance Defined seven (7) land uses in detail
Land use categories with today's Growth Policy | and mapped them
Existing and planned land use | only a planning area Existing and future maps showing a
map(s) boundary map variety of aspects of the planning area
Coordination statement missing included

(1) establish Community
Council and (2) Lakeside
development code resulting | Implementation strategies for all

in the Lakeside zoning topics listed above and for
Implementation strategy district (downtown lakeside) | current/future land use.
Monitoring plan for goals and
policies and for implementation specific responsibilities given to
strategies no goals/policies to monitor | Community Council

additional information supplied in
Support information missing appendices
Amendment procedures vague detailed per County requirements

Table 1-1: Comparison of 1994 Plan and the 2010 revised Plan using Growth Policy requirements.

1.2 Authorization

Neighborhood Plans are authorized by 76-1-601(4) MCA. In March 2007 the Flathead County Growth
Policy was adopted. In Chapter 10, the Growth Policy sets forth Goals and Policies regarding
Neighborhood Plans. The Growth Policy recognizes existing Plans, including the 1994 Plan for
Lakeside. The Growth Policy indicates that review of existing Neighborhood Plans could result in
requests to update those Plans to be consistent with the Growth Policy and Flathead County Land Uses
prescribed therein. Lakeside’s 1994 Plan was identified by the Flathead County Planning and Zoning
Office as needing update. Consent by the Flathead County Planning Board to update the plan was
granted on September 12, 2007. The 1994 Plan remains in effect until a revised plan is approved and
adopted by the County Commissioners.

1.3 Revision Process

To revise the Neighborhood Plan, the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan Committee followed the process to
establish the 1994 Neighborhood Plan and the process described in Chapter 10, Part 4: Existing
Neighborhood Plans in the Flathead County Growth Policy.

The initial adoption process for the 1994 Lakeside Neighborhood Plan is outlined in Part I “Plan
Development Process” on pages 2-11 of the 1994 Lakeside Neighborhood Plan. The 1994
Neighborhood Plan states:

It is also envisioned from time to time that the Neighborhood Plan will require amendments, review and
updating. The amendment process is identical to the initial adoption process and requires local input,
at least one public hearing before the Flathead County Planning Board, followed by County
Commissioners’ final consideration.

The 1994 Committee did the following in developing the 1994 Plan:
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A Steering Committee, initially with 12 members, was formed. The Steering Committee held
community meetings, Steering Committee meetings, and sub-committee meetings.

Steering committee members prepared, circulated and tabulated a community wide survey. The
survey was mailed to all property owners identified in the mailing list obtained from the Flathead
County Clerk and Recorder’s office. The survey questions were drafted based on perceived
problem areas identified in community meetings.

The Committee prepared the draft Plan document.

The Committee released the draft Plan document to the community in November 1994, received
and reviewed community input and released a revised draft to the Flathead County Planning
Board and Commissioners for adoption, which occurred in November 1995.

Along the way, the Committee had several news articles published in local news media.

The Committee involved the Flathead Regional Development Office (now the Department of
Planning and Zoning)

No professional consultant or consulting services were used.

Following the above 1994 process and the revision process recommended in the 2007 Growth Policy,
Chapter 10, Part 4 as guidelines for revising Neighborhood Plans, the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan
Committee used the approach described below, incorporating and complying with requirements from
both sources. Appendix H contains a table depicting the general timeline for the work of the committee.
Appendix | contains a table depicting the evolution of the plan document itself showing when the
various sections of the plan were first drafted.

Lakeside Neighborhood Plan Committee (LNPC) was formed, initially with 14 members in late
October 2007, and began working meetings in November 2007.

In the first several months starting in November 2007 and continuing through mid 2008, the
Committee members made contacts with local, county, state and some commercial
establishments to gather background and preliminary information regarding existing conditions
and perceived issues. Organizations such as the Lakeside Quick Response Unit (QRU), Somers
Volunteer Fire Department (VFD), school district, Montana Department of Transportation
(MDT), Law Enforcement, Lakeside Sewer & Water District, County Parks Department,
Lakeside-Somers Chamber of Commerce, and selected commercial enterprises who are Chamber
members were asked for their views of current issues and future plans that impact Lakeside.
These interviews provided the Committee with background information needed in order to form
plans and schedules for the work to be done and contributed to the formulation of questions for
the Community Survey conducted in 2008. Many of these enterprises or organizations have
continued contact with the Committee to provide more in depth information for the plan
throughout the revision process.

Communications with the community were developed and established and maintained
throughout the process:

e All residents and property owners in the plan area were notified of the work in one of two
mailings, giving them website, email address, and mailing address information, so they
could keep informed with the process. The mailings were sent, in February, 2008 and in
May, 2008 along with surveys to be completed and returned. More information
regarding the mailings and surveys is below.
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Posters announcing the Committee and its purpose were placed in many local
establishments beginning in November 2007.

Posters announcing specific events, such as public meetings, surveys, local collection
points for survey responses, public input, etc. were distributed throughout the process
(2007 — 2010),

Posters and/or handouts were displayed at events such as the Christmas bazaar in 2007,
the PTA sponsored Swap-0-Rama in 2008, and public meetings.

The committee manned a booth at the 2008 annual Lakeside Fair, held at the elementary
school.

News articles were published in the West Shore News and events were announced in the
Daily Inter Lake starting as early as December 2007 and continuing throughout the
process.

Committee members, spoke at local meetings of the Lakeside Community Club and the
Chamber of Commerce starting in January 2008, presenting the purpose, plans and
schedules of the Committee’s activities.

The Committee created a website (http://lakesideplan2008.com/index.html ) in early
November 2007, and communicated the website address throughout the process in news
media, posters and handouts mentioned above. In addition, the Committee created an
Email address for the Committee (LakesidePlanCommittee@bresnan.net ) and rented
Post Office Box 157. All of this contact information was publicized in posters, news
media, and handouts at meetings throughout the process.

In addition, the Committee created a Yahoo Group Site for those actively engaged in the
work to develop the revised Plan. Yahoo Group Sites are basically email distribution
lists that allow groups to effectively manage logistics of their work through meeting
schedules, automatic meeting reminders, and sharing of draft versions of documents
amongst members. This Yahoo Group distribution list was set up in November &
December 2007 and was used throughout the process for meeting logistics and draft
document sharing. At no point was this Yahoo Group Site the official records repository
for the committee. Rather, it was used to manage logistics and schedules for current
work. Official records were kept by the LNPC Secretary and all files are available via
the Planning & Zoning office of Flathead County.

The Committee worked with advisors from the Planning & Zoning Office from the beginning,
following their advice to set the geographic boundaries of the Lakeside community to be the
same as the 1994 Plan.

A Community Survey was created in early 2008 and distributed per the below description, and
results were collected, captured and tallied electronically using electronic spreadsheet
technology.

Two mailings of the survey were made, reaching residents and property owners within the
Lakeside Community boundaries, whether they owned or rented their residence or were absentee
property owners:

o With the cooperation of the U.S. Post Office in Lakeside, the 1% mailing was
distributed in early February 2008 with a return deadline of March 15, 2008, to:

5
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e property owners or renters with P.O. Boxes in Lakeside (59922),

e property owners within Lakeside boundaries that were identified as having
P.O. Boxes in Somers (59932),

e property owners within Lakeside boundaries on rural postal routes that did not
have P.O. Boxes in either Lakeside or Somers,

e out of town property owners, as were identified through Homeowners
Associations in the Community, and

e anyone who specifically requested a survey or who obtained a survey from
selected local businesses

e (1167 surveys distributed with 425 surveys returned resulting 36.4% return)

o The 2" mailing was distributed in early May 2008 with a deadline of June 13, 2008, to
out of town property owners (826 surveys were mailed, but 29 were returned as
undeliverable. Therefore, 797 were actually distributed, with 225 surveys returned,
resulting in a 28.2% return). Surveys were sent to addresses outside zipcode 59922,
which had not been covered in the first mailing, and any duplicate addresses were
omitted from this second mailing.

Results were tabulated for each mailing separately and both mailings combined (overall 1,964
surveys were distributed with 650 surveys returned resulting in a 33.1% return). There was no
significant difference in responses between the results from the two separate mailings, meaning
that absentee owners basically shared the same opinions as local residents. Survey
questionnaires, cover letters and a complete summary of survey results and be obtained from the
Planning & Zoning office or from the Committee’s website. Specific survey results will be
quoted and presented throughout this 2010 Plan as related to specific topics within the Plan.

Two public meetings were held to release the survey results and included workshops to solicit
input and comments from the community.

e On May 5, 2008, the Committee released results from the first mailing.

e On June 23, 2008, The Committee presented combined results from both mailings
highlighting any differences between the first and second mailings.

Two additional public workshops were held on July 17, 2008 and July 19, 2008, and information
booths at both the 2008 and 2009 Annual Lakeside Fairs were manned to solicit additional public
input and comments.

Numerous Committee working sessions and sub-committee working sessions, open to the public,
were held starting in November 2007 and continuing throughout the entire process.

Based on all information from initial interviews, the survey results, community input, and
follow-up contacts with individuals, groups, and organizations, this 2010 Plan was drafted.

The Lakeside Community Council received an advance draft of the plan prior to public release
and Council approved release of the plan to the public in their April 28, 2009 meeting.

At the point of public release in early May 2009, notice of the draft plan and a request for
property owner input was sent by the Planning and Zoning Department to Lakeside property
owners based on the County’s GIS records obtained by the Planning and Zoning Department.
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Legal notices were published and news articles were submitted to local news media announcing
the release of the draft plan and asking for community input.

Copies of the draft Plan were made available in the Planning & Zoning Office and in the West
Shore Community Library in Lakeside. In addition, the draft Plan was also available to
everyone on the Committee’s website: http://lakesideplan2008.com/index.html and on the
Planning & Zoning Department’s website:
http://flathead.mt.gov/planning_zoning/Drafts.php . Those who could not obtain the plan by
any of the above means were invited to contact the Planning and Zoning office to obtain a
printed or electronic copy. Release of the Plan was printed in news media.

A 30+ day open period for public comment ending on June 19, 2009, followed the release of the
plan. Property owners or residents submitted their comments in writing to the Committee’s
Lakeside P.O. Box or to the Committee’s email address — lakesideplancommittee@bresnan.net —
or dropped their written comments in Committee Collection Boxes placed at Flathead and
Glacier Banks in Lakeside, the West Shore Community Library, and in the Blacktail Grocery.

. Per procedures included with the notification to property owners, the Committee captured
and considered all written comments received that were accompanied by the responder’s
name and a contact telephone number or email for further clarification if needed.

. Optionally, responders submitted the location of their property(ies) within the
community.
. Since the GIS list of names and addresses does not include full time residents who rent in

the area, efforts were also made to reach resident renters via news media and posters left in
the same locations as the collection boxes.

e The 1% draft Plan was revised, as needed, using comments received. The revised draft Plan was

presented to the Lakeside Community Council in a regularly scheduled meeting open to the
public on June 30, 2009. Input given in the Community Council meeting was considered by the
Council. The revised draft Plan was accepted by the Council and Council unanimously
approved:

e An additional comment period from July 1 through July 21, where the community could send
written comments on the revised plan to email LakesideCommunityCouncil@bresnan.net or
mail them to P.O. Box 157; Lakeside MT 59922

e A public meeting on Tuesday, July 14, 2009 to hear verbal comments from the community.
Minutes from this meeting, which was audio taped, are available through request to
LakesideCommunityCouncil@bresnan.net and a copy of the written minutes is available in
the West Shore Library in Lakeside.

Comments received (written and verbal) were considered in the July 28, 2009 meeting of the
Community Council and the Council unanimously approved the draft Plan and its submission to
the County for review and adoption.

Thereafter the standard County process began:

e Review and recommendation by the planning and Zoning Department to the Planning
Board and a Planning Board Workshop which occurred on October 7, 2009.
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e Review, public hearing and recommendation by the Planning Board, which, as of
February 2010 has yet to be scheduled.

e Review, public comment and adoption of resolution of intent by the County
Commissioners, which, as of January 2010 has yet to be scheduled.

e 30-day, protest period
Adoption of the 2010 Lakeside Neighborhood Plan as an Addendum to the Flathead
County Growth Policy

During the course of development of the 2010 Plan, the Committee requested several reviews of their
revision process to assure adherence to Chapter 10 of the Growth Policy. The process was reviewed
with no resulting issues by the Lakeside Community Council, the Planning Department Staff, and the
Chief Deputy Attorney for Flathead County. The letter in Appendix A from the Director of the Planning
and Zoning Department summarizes the results of the process reviews. The Planning and Zoning
Department has remained active in providing advice and assistance to the Lakeside Neighborhood Plan
Committee throughout the revision process.
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Chapter 2 Lakeside Community Boundaries

The planning boundaries in the 1994 Plan have not been altered in this revision (see Figure 2-1). These
boundaries (from Lake County line to Spring Creek Rd., and from lake front to approximately the USFS
boundaries), roughly correspond to the Postal ZIP code 59922. Some areas just south of Spring Creek Road are
actually serviced by the Somers Postal ZIP code, 59932. Lakeside Community boundaries also roughly
coincide with the US Census Bureau’s Lakeside Census Demographic Profile (CDP) used in the 2000 Census.

Some parts of the planning area are zoned. Zoning districts, in effect at the time this plan is adopted by the
county, remain unaffected by this plan. However, the plan does recommend new zoning efforts for areas
currently unzoned and does recommend re-evaluation of the downtown zoning district. The map below depicts
the community boundaries as well as areas of existing zoning within the planning boundaries.
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Figure 2-1: The Neighborhood Planning boundaries and existing zoned areas within the Community.
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Chapter 3 Lakeside Community Vision

The 1994 Plan did not include a vision statement for the Lakeside Community. Chapter 10 of the Flathead
County Growth Policy suggests, however, that such a statement be included in the Neighborhood Plan. Results
from the Community Survey and input from public workshops were used to form a Lakeside Community
Vision.

3.1

3.2

Lakeside Community Vision

The Community of Lakeside seeks to be a safe, multi-generational, family-oriented
community that has ample lake access and open spaces & parks, clean air and water,
scenic views, attractive and well maintained homes and businesses, recreational
opportunities, and an interconnected transportation network that provides for safe
pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized travel as well as alternatives to Highway 93.
Lakeside seeks to retain its small town atmosphere while allowing for inevitable growth
and respecting property rights, and also seeks to have greater opportunities for
community involvement and a greater role in decisions that affect its future.

The Lakeside Community Vision reflects the desired future state of the Community. It was derived from
community input gathered throughout the scope of the planning process including survey results, public
comments gathered at workshops, meetings with community organizations, and during the Lakeside
Community Fairs in 2008 and 2009. To quote a comment received at the 2008 Lakeside Community
Fair, “A community is more than just a collection of buildings — its greatest wealth and worth is its
people. We have a wonderful community and | am pleased that we can all find a common goal of
preserving the qualities that make Lakeside wonderful.”

Community Survey Input

The 2008 Community Survey contained several questions related to features of Lakeside that were most
important to respondents. One question listed 20 features and asked respondents to first rate how
important the feature was to them (low, medium, high), and then rate how satisfied they were with the
feature (low, medium, high) — see Table 3.1. The second question asked respondents to pick their top
three features of the 20 listed features — see Table 3.3

A feature with an average importance rating of 2.5 or higher is considered to be of the highest
importance to the Community. Features with large gaps between the importance rating and the
satisfaction rating are considered to be of primary concern to the Community and should be viewed as
possible action items for the Community.
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LAKESIDE FEATURES
SAFETY/SECURITY AN 285
YOUR NEIGHB ORHOOD T 2.84
LAKE ACCESS & QUALITY RN 282
SMALL TOWN ATMOSPHERE p—— 281
VIEWS e 2.80
TRAFFIC & ROADS 117
£ [ ][ |
NATURE & WILDLIFE N 23
FAMILY ORIENTED pr— 2.60
AVAILABILITY OF RECREATION e 58
OPEN SPACES & PARKS -- - b58
. - 243
BUILDNG APPEARANCE I .
BKEWALK PATHS I u 233
! [ b
i — — i R
SERVICES RECENED a2 50
HEALTH CARE 2.3
RESORTRETIREMENT 224
NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS 295
ECONOMIC/BUSINESS DEV. HW
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 195 | M PO RTANC E
PROFE SSIONAL SERVICES 18
cunovsu bt SATISFACTION
100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240| 260 280 300
LOW MED HIGH

Table 3-1: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey: Importance/Satisfaction of 20 Lakeside

Features ranked by importance (highest to lowest)

The above ranking list displays all 20 features from highest to lowest
also shows respondents’ satisfaction with each feature.

The difference between an importance rating and a satisfaction rating

importance to the respondents and

is called a “gap”; i.e., the feature is

important to the respondent but the respondent is not satisfied with the availability or quality of the

feature.

The ranking list in Table 3.2 below shows the features with the largest gaps between importance rating

and satisfaction rating.

Items with the highest gaps should be considered potential areas of action.

These features have room for improvement in terms of how well the feature meets the expectations of

the community.
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Gaps Between Importance and Satisfaction of
Lakeside Features (GAP = Importance rating

Traffic & Roads
Bike / Walk Paths

Public Open Spaces & Parks
Lake Access & Quality
Building Appearances
Safety/Security
Availability of Recreation
Small Town Atmosphere
Family Oriented

Nature & Wildlife

Your Neighborhood
Health Care

Views

Housing Affordability
Services Received

Resort / Retirement
Economic/Business Dev.

Neighborhood Schools

minus satisfaction rating)

93
91
.80
.68
65
62
51
.50
47
41
34
32
.26
25
18
A5

.04

1.05

Table 3-2: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey:

In the survey, respondents could identify many features as high in importance. Therefore, respondents
were also asked to identify their top 3 features of the 20 features listed. For example, a respondent could
To gauge which features were most important to the
The chart below shows the percent of

have marked 8 items as high in importance.
community, respondents identified their top 3 features.

priorities for action.

respondents listing a feature in their top three (see Table 3-3).

Features with Gaps Between Importance and
Satisfaction Ratings, ranked highest to lowest gap; Higher Gaps should be higher
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3.3

Percent of Respondents Listing Feature as one of
Their TOP THREE Features

LAKE ACCESS & QUALITY
SMALLTOWN ATMOSPHERE
TRAFFIC & ROAD PATTERNS, USE, AND SAFETY
BIKE / WALK PATHS
SAFETY & SECURITY
FAMILY ORIENTED COMMUNITY
VIEWS
APPEARANCE OF COMMERCIAL & RESIDENTIAL...
OPEN SPACES & PARKS WITH PUBLIC ACCESS
NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS
"MY" NEIGHBORHOOD
VARIETY IN HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
NATURE & WILDLIFE
HEALTH CARE
RESORT / RETIREMENT AREA
NEW HOUSING
AVAILABILITY OF RECREATIONSL ACTIVITIES & AREAS
SERVICES
OTHERS

35.5%

Table 3-3: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey: Top Three Features of Lakeside
Analysis

The survey resulted three different rankings (Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3) from which to draw conclusions
on what is most important to the Lakeside Community:

e The imporance rating of the 20 features of Lakeside.

e The size of the gap between the importance and satisfaction ratings for each feature

e The identification of respondents’ top 3 most important features.
The responses that received the highest rankings where considered in the drafting of the vision
statement.

The features listed below rank medium to high on all three or on two of the three ranking charts shown
above. These features were chosen to be part of the community vision statement.

Safety & Security

Lake Access and Quality

Small Town Atmosphere

Traffic & Road Patterns, Use & Safety

Family Oriented Community

Open Spaces and Parks

Bike / Walk Paths

Appearance of Commercial & Residential Buildings
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Nature & Wildlife

“My”” Neighborhood

Views

Availabiltiy of Recreational Activity
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Chapter 4 Lakeside Community Demographics &

Characteristics

This chapter of the plan compares demographic data from the 2000 U.S. census to demographic data
collected from the 2008 Community Survey, where possible, to draw observations and conclusions about
how the community has changed during the past few years.

4.1

Demographics & Characteristics - 2000 U.S. Census

The latest United States Census was conducted in 2000. Lakeside (zip code 59922), is currently
classified as a Census Designated Place (CDP) within Flathead County. CDPs are delineated by the
U.S. Census Bureau to provide data for settled concentrations of population that are identifiable by name
but are not incorporated. A map depicting the CDP and Census data from 2000 for the Lakeside CDP is
below (see Figure 4.1 and table 4.1). Note that the CDP is geographically slightly smaller than the area
within Lakeside planning boundaries; however the Census CDP covers the most concentrated areas and
therefore covers most of the population within the Lakeside planning area.

Lakeside CDP, Montana - Reference Map - American FactFinder
http://factfinder.census.gov/serviet/MapltDrawServlet?geo_id=16000U...

Flathead Lk

Figure 4-1: Geographic area covered by the 2000 Census CDP: 7 miles across
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Census 2000 Demographic Profile Highlights: CDP 59922
General Characteristics Number Percent u.s.
Total population 1,955
Male 963 49.3 49.10%
Female 992 50.7 50.90%
Median age (years) 45.1 X) 35.3
Under 5 years 119 6.1 6.80%
18 years and over 1,519 7.7 74.30%
65 years and over 363 18.6 12.40%
One race 1,944 99.4 97.60%
White 1,916 98 75.10%
Black or African American 1 0.1 12.30%
American Indian and Alaska Native 12 0.6 0.90%
Asian 7 0.4 3.60%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 3 0.2 0.10%
Some other race 5 0.3 5.50%
Two or more races 11 0.6 2.40%
|
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) ‘ 20 1 12.50%
Household population 1,954 99.9 97.20%
Group quarters population 1 0.1 2.80%
Average household size ‘ 2.37 X) 2.59
Average family size 2.75 (X) 3.14
Total housing units ‘ 1,181
Occupied housing units 826 69.9 91.00%
Owner-occupied housing units 655 79.3 66.20%
Renter-occupied housing units 171 20.7 33.80%
Vacant housing units (includes seasonal
residences) 355 30.1 9.00%

Table continues on next page

Table continued from previous page
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Social Characteristics Number Percent u.s.
Population 25 years and over 1,405
High school graduate or higher 1,312 93.4 80.40%
Bachelor's degree or higher 438 31.2 24.40%
Civilian veterans (civilian population 18 years
and over) 260 17.4 12.70%
Disability status (population 5 years and over) 220 12 19.30%
Foreign born 93 4.8 11.10%
Male, Now married, except separated (population 15
years and over) 506 68.2 56.70%
Female, Now married, except separated (population
15 years and over) 565 67.2 52.10%
Speak a language other than English at home
(population 5 years and over) 65 3.6 17.90%
Economic Characteristics Number Percent u.s.
In labor force (population 16 years and over) 821 52.1 63.90%
Mean travel time to work in minutes (workers 16
years and older) 29.6 X) 25.5
Median household income in 1999 (dollars) 36,458 X) 41,994
Median family income in 1999 (dollars) 43,462 (X) 50,046
Per capita income in 1999 (dollars) 20,401 X) 21,587
Families below poverty level 69 11.8 9.20%
Individuals below poverty level 301 15.6 12.40%
Housing Characteristics Number Percent u.s.
Single-family owner-occupied homes 471
Median value (dollars) 161,700 (X) 119,600
Median of selected monthly owner costs (X) (X)
With a mortgage (dollars) 868 X) 1,088
Not mortgaged (dollars) 296 (X) 295

(X) Not applicable.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Summary File
1 (SF 1) and Summary File 3 (SF 3)

Table 4-1: 2000 Census Data for Lakeside Census CDP
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4.2 Demographics & Characteristics - 2008 Community Survey

The 2000 Census data is 10 years old and many changes have occurred in the Community since that
time. The 2008 Community Survey had a 33.1% return (very high for these types of surveys according
to statistical standards). Survey responses are representative of the community. A total of 1964 surveys
were distributed, 650 were returned representing 1494 people and 650 households. The survey return
rate was 33.1%. This sub-chapter presents demographic and community characteristic data collected
from the 2008 survey and compares it to the 2000 Census data, where possible.

Some statistics presented in this sub-chapter are broken down by “local,” which refers to survey
respondents who indicated they own or rent in the Lakeside community year-round; versus “non-local”
which refers to property owners or respondents who indicated that they do not live in the Lakeside
Community full time (see Figure 4-2). “Non-local” includes part-time residents, vacation property
owners, absentee owners of rental or undeveloped property, or any other situation where owners reside
in Lakeside less than1l2 months per year. Survey responses between local and non-local were
statistically insignificant in most circumstances.

NO
38%

YES-OWN
57%

YES-RENT
5%

Figure 4-2 Year-round residence in Lakeside —
Local versus Non-Local

Since the 2000 Census, age demographics have changed. The median age from the 2000 census was
45.1; from the 2008 Community Survey, median age is 52. The chart below shows other aspects for
“Local”, “Non-local” and combined (see Table 4-2). The mandatory nature of the census and the
voluntary nature of the survey may make comparisons difficult.
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Combined Local Non-
local

Households 650 403 246
Adults 18 & over 1267 753 521
Children < 18 221 161 60
Adult Avg Age 54.09 54.22 53.88
Adults/household 1.97 1.87 2.13
Households  with 115 83 32
children (18%) (21%) (13%)
Children/household 34 40 .25

Table 4-2: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Demographic Summary.

The survey revealed the following:

Sixty-two percent (62%) of survey respondents are between the ages of 45 and 74.

13% are school age with 7% elementary school age and 6% middle or high school age (see

Figure 4-3).

Population under 5 years of age is 2% in the 2008 Community Survey, versus 6.1% in the 2000

Census.

Population ages 18 and older is 86% in the 2008 Community Survey, versus 77.7% in the 2000

Census.

Population 65 and older is 22% in the 2008 Community Survey, versus 18.6% in the 2000

Census.

Additional comparison of age groupings between the 2000 Census and the 2008 Community

Survey is included in

Appendix D.

30%

20%

10%

0%

26%

0
7% 6%

5%

n

= 1 N
1 ‘ ‘

19%
17%
9%
§ i I
. . . . . . .

<5 5-12 13-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+

Figure 4-3: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Age Distribution
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There is a distinct grouping in the older age categories. From the 2008 Community Survey, 47% of the
population is represented by respondents who are over 54 years of age, while 38% are 18-54, and only
15% are under 18.

Housing in the community is heavily skewed to single family dwellings (see Figure 4-4).

MOBILE/
conpo,  TRAILER
3%
TO})’VN OTHER
7% 20

APARTMENT
1%

SINGLE
FAMILY
87%

Figure 4-4: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Type of
Residence

The following table shows that a large percentage of the responding adults are not working or did not
respond to the question regarding the location of their employment (see Table 4-3). This seems in line
with the older age distribution.

Combined Local Non-
local

Working in Lakeside 168 163 5

(13%) (22%) (1%)
Working Outside 417 273 144
Lakeside (33%) (36%) (28%)
Not working or No 682 317 363
Response (54%) (42%) (71%)

Table 4-3: 2008 Lakeside Neighborhood Survey — Working Adults

The following table shows differences in the reasons why respondents have property in Lakeside.

Quality of Life is high in all cases (see Table 4-4).
responses mostly fell within “inherited” or “investment” reasons.

Multiple responses were possible.

“Other”
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Combined Local Non-
local

Job or 19% 28% 4%
Work
Quality 63% 61% 66%
of Life
Personal 21% 21% 22%
Retired 25% 28% 20%
Other 19% 14% 27%

Table 4-4: 2008 Lakeside Neighborhood Survey — Why Property in Lakeside

The following charts from 2008 Community Survey results show differences between “local” and “non-
local” property owners or residents regarding the number of years they have owned property in or lived
in the Community (see Figures 4-5, 4-6). Both categories show a high percentage of ownership or
residence of over 25 years in the area. Also of interest is the 1-3 year category of “non-local” is almost
double the 1-3 year category of “local.” This possibly indicates interest in Lakeside that parallels recent
peaks in real estate for second homes or investment.

25%
20%

20% 7%
14% 15%
o, (!
15% 2% 2%
10%
5%
- = .
0% -—. T T T T T T T
<1 1-3 4-6 7-10 >25

11-15 16-20 21-25

Figure 4-5: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Local — Number of years in Lakeside.
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Figure 4-6: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Non-Local — Number of years in Lakeside.

The following chart shows where the survey respondent’s property or residence is located within the
Community boundaries (see Figure 4-7).

OTHER
4%

R;’;fL LAKEFRONT
0 33%

N\

DOWNTOWN
4%

SUBDIVISION
36%

Figure 4-7: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Location of Property

The following chart identifies the prior residence of “locals” or the current other residence of “non-
locals” (see Figure 4-8). The primary states identified for those marking “Other State” were California
(30%), and Washington (13%); no other states were mentioned a significant number of times.
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4.3

OUTSIDE USA
2%

FLATHEAD
24%

OTHER OTHER MT
STATE 1%

53%

Figure 4-8: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Prior or Other Current Residence

When asked to identify their mode of transport while in the Community, “locals” and ‘“non-locals”
responded as shown in Figure 4-9 below. Note that respondents could mark more than one answer;
instructions were to mark all that apply. Differences between responses of “local” versus “non-local”
are insignificant. The results support the need for walk/bike paths, trails & sidewalks within the
Community.

120%

100%

80%

60%

40% +—

20% +—

0% T T T
DRIVE CARPOOL/ WALK/ BIKE OTHER
SCHOOL BUS
O Local O Non-local

Figure 4-9: 2008 Lakeside Community Survey — Travel Mode in Lakeside
Observations & Conclusions

e Survey responses indicate that the majority of property owners or residents (62%) reside in the
Community year-round. Therefore, it makes sense that local issues were important to survey
respondents. These issues include traffic safety, lake access, protection of views, need for
bike/walk paths, stronger representation on issues that affect the community, etc.

e Age distribution has changed since the 2000 survey. Striking in this comparison is that, even
though the 2000 Census covered a smaller geographic area, younger population seems to have
declined when comparing the 2000 Census and the 2008 Community Survey (see Table 4-5).
Younger population up to age 44 has decreased while older population between 45 and 74 has
significantly increased. The median age has increased by 7 years from 45.1 in 2000 to 52 in
2008.
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Age Group | 2000 Census | 2008 Lakeside | Increase or
Percent of | Community  Survey | Decrease
Population Percent of Population
<5 6.1 2.0 -3.9
5-24 19.9 18.0 -1.9
25-34 9.3 5.0 -4.3
35-44 14.4 9.0 -3.6
45-54 17.2 19.0 +1.8
55-64 145 26.0 +11.5
65-74 10.8 17.0 +6.2
75+ 7.8 5.0 -2.8

Table 4-5: Comparison of Age Distribution — 2000 Census versus 2008
Community Survey Results (See additional details in Appendix B & D)

Some may suggest that this data on changing age demographics conflicts with growing school
enrollment. However, the area covered by the Lakeside-Somers school district includes not only
Lakeside planning area, but also Somers and a significant area north along Hwy 93. The
northern boundary of the school district is 4-corners on Hwy 93. According to the School Board,
there are 4 bus routes in Somers & south Kalispell versus only 2 bus routes within the Lakeside
planning area. Thus more of the young people in the schools live outside the Lakeside planning
area.

Almost half of the respondents to the 2008 Survey are 55 or older and 28% of “local”
respondents indicated they are retired. Typical is the location being selected as a retirement
location — the place to spend “the rest of our lives”. Hence, the highest response to “why I
moved/bought here” was “quality of life” (63% of respondents). And of great importance to
respondents are views, nature and wildlife, lake access and quality, and availability of recreation.

There are differences in the base audience for the 2000 Census and the 2008 Lakeside
Community Survey, but they are close enough to compare. The Planning and Zoning office is
working with the Census Bureau to define the Lakeside CDP boundaries more in line with the
Lakeside planning area. If this were the case, a more consistent comparison will be to compare
the 2000 Census results to the 2010 Census results for the Lakeside CDP. This Neighborhood
Plan is supposed to be reevaluated every 5 years. The next review of the plan will have a better
base for comparison of demographics, growth, and other parameters using Census results from
2000 and 2010.

Repetition of a Community Survey, when a Plan revision is needed at some point in the future,
would provide additional data to compare to Census data and to compare to the 2008 Lakeside
Community Survey. This Plan recommends that both the 2010 Census results and a Community
Survey be used in the next revision of the plan. The recent decline in the general economy and
the uncertainty of the timing of recovery may vyield some unexpected changes in the
demographics of the Community. The comparison of Census data between 2000 and 2010, and
between survey data from 2008 and comparable data collected in the future, may yield some
significant changes in the community’s demographics.
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Chapter 5 Existing Conditions, Issues & Opportunities, Goals
& Policies, Implementation Strategies

This chapter is intended to provide a current picture of the existing conditions within the community. Topics
discussed were selected through the survey or through interviews. Each aspect or service is examined by
describing the existing situation and conditions and identifying potential issues or opportunities related to that
aspect or service. For each aspect or service, this chapter then states Goals & Policies and then proposes
Implementation Strategies for achieving the Goals. Implementation strategies are intended to provide
guidelines for accomplishing goals and adhering to policies, and are considered action items to implement the
2010 Neighborhood Plan.

Sources for the information presented in this chapter include extensive Internet research for statistics, results
from the 2008 Community Survey, results from an extensive Housing Survey involving personal interviews
with local developers, real estate organizations, and financial institutions or businesses, and extensive
interviews and reviews with persons responsible for or involved with a particular aspect of or service to the
Community.

5.1 Commerce

As of the end of 2008 and continuing through 2009, the national economy had experienced a significant
downturn that has impacted individuals, families and businesses across the entire country, including
Lakeside Community. In addition to this situation, there is insufficient data available to accurately
quantify any dollar related statistics for the specific Lakeside Community.

This sub-chapter focuses on commercial enterprises and on the desires of the community regarding
accessibility, look and feel of business/commerce enterprises and the downtown area. Sources of
information include:

1. 2008 Community Survey results
2. Lakeside — Somers Chamber of Commerce

3. Input from individuals and enterprises within the Lakeside community obtained via
guestionnaire or in-person interview.

For clarification, the term “commercial enterprise” in this sub-chapter refers to any business,
organization, or private/individual enterprise within the boundaries of the Lakeside Community.

5.1.1 Existing Conditions
5.1.1.1 Existing Commercial Enterprises in Lakeside

The chart below depicts the various types of commercial, public, non-profit, professional or other
enterprises located within the Lakeside Neighborhood boundaries (see Figure 5-1). The list of
organizations or enterprises was obtained via the membership list of the Lakeside/Somers Chamber of
Commerce and by identifying other businesses or organizations by “drive around” trips or from input by
Committee members. This plan does not purport that every business or enterprise was identified and
included, but those included are deemed representative of commercial enterprises in Lakeside.
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(with casino) 4% 5% 5% grocery, car wash,
restaurants / 5% conv/gas,

gift/consignment)
8%
construction
excavating -
oofing -
struction

bars (no casino)
5%
recreation
4%

consulting -

engineering - staffing
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Figure 5-1: Commercial enterprises located within the Lakeside community boundaries - a “snapshot”
as of the fall of 2008. In total 77 enterprises were identified.

With 17% of the total composition of enterprises, health related services is the largest component in the
Lakeside community. Health related survices include doctors, dentists, chiropractors, physical therapy,
fitness centers, beauty services and veterinary services. These enterprises serve locals and visitors alike,
with a fairly steady level of traffic in all seasons.

5.1.1.2 Combination of Resort/Seasonal and Year-Round Community

Lakeside is a seasonal resort destination. Some residences and lodging accomodations are second
homes or properties rented to summer visitors or used seasonally by owners. The RV/campground/motel
enterprise, only open in the summer, is usually full. Of the 5 enterprises included in the
accommodations/lodging category, two are only open for the busy summer season and a third indicated
that 2/3’s of the enterprise’s income is realized during that season. In late 2009, one of the three lodging
enterprises closed for good.
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5.1.1.3 Use of Commercial Space and Community Perception of Need for
Commercial

There is a significant amount of vacant commerical space in the Lakeside Community, some of which
has been vacant for well over a year. A local real estate professional estimated 31,000 square feet of
vacant space in the downtown district. Marco Heights 1, a subdivision at the intersection of Highway
93 and Deer Creek Road, was recently approved for additional commercial/professional space. Close to
this same intersection on Highway 93, another commercial use property has been developed and opened
for business in 20009.

Given the amount of vacant space in the downtown area, the Committee included a question in the 2008
Community Survey asking respondents to rate how much they would use or frequent various types of
businesses, if already located in or could be located in the Community. A list of 27 types of businesses
were provided and respondents were asked to rate how often they would frequent them if located in
Lakeside:

Never (0)

Sometimes (1)

Once every couple of months (2)
As much as weekly (3)

The chart below shows the average of all responses for each type of business (see Figure 5-2). Any
business that relies on local year-round customers with an average response lower than 2.0, might incur
difficulty due to lack of support from the Community. Only grocery and hardware received ratings
greater than 2.0. Pharmacy, Fast Food, and Sports Facility were the next three commercial enterprises
of interest to survey respondents. Though “restaurants” were not included in the list, a significant
number of respondents wrote “restaurants” in the “other” category.
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Figure 5-2: 2008 Lakeside Neighborhood Survey— Use of Lakeside Businesses

5.1.1.4 Supporting the Community by Spending Dollars Locally

In another part of the survey, respondents were asked to “agree” or “disagree” that community support
should be demonstrated by spending locally in commercial businesses within the community. The
following chart shows that 63% agree the community should support local Lakeside businesses and 23%
disagree (see Figure 5-3). There appears to be conflict between the high support for spending locally
shown below and the low show of support for various types of businesses above.
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Figure 5-3: 2008 Lakeside Neighborhood Survey - Should the community
support Lakeside business by spending dollars locally.

The top reasons given for not shopping locally in Lakeside were:
e Price or limited selection

e Shopping is more convenient in Kalispell (survey respondents work or go there often anyway;
and it’s only 12 miles away). Note that the survey was before the spike in gasoline. Future
surveys may reveal different data.

5.1.1.5 Community Views on Commercial Appearance and Development Guidelines

Other questions in the 2008 Community Survey highlighted other desires of the community regarding
how future commercial development should occour. Questions in the survey focused on infrastrcutre
and appearance.

In general, respondents ranked the importance of economic and business development as medium (avg.
2.0 of possible 4.0) and the satisfaction with economic and business development as medium (avg. 1.8
of 4.0). Respondents ranked the importance of the appearance of commercial and residential buildings
as medium to high (avg. 2.5 of 4.0) and current satisfaction with this issue as medium (avg. 1.9 of 4.0).
Other aspects of commercial enterprises that were rated by respondents are listed in the chart below (see
Figure 5-4). Respondents were asked to choose from: 0 = no opinion; 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 =
Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree.
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Figure 5-4: Other aspects of commercial development.

Any of the above items registering over 50% agreement should be considered for follow-up action.
Additional lighting in the downtown area received support from 49% of survey respondents and a
significant number of free form comments from the survey mentioned additional lighting in the
downtown area, but with the caveat that “dark skies principles” were important. “Dark skies” guidelines
are discussed in more detail in chapter 6.5 under Community Actions.

In Chapter 2, Land Uses, the Growth Policy states:

Commercial land uses can be characterized by location and impact. If left to the business owner,
location would be a function of the cheapest land with the best visibility and accessibility. Large signs,
brightly colored aluminum buildings, pavement from lot line to lot line and direct highway access has
been the trend along state highways. The downside to such commercial development is the impact on
the surroundings. Large, bright signs are not only potentially out of character with the surrounding
community but are also a potential safety risk as motorists are distracted from driving. Voluminous
buildings lining a road can quickly change a pleasant rural commute into a journey through a
commercial canyon. Large parking areas with no landscaped islands can prevent rain water from
soaking into the ground, creating an environmental problem as well as a safety problem when waters
collect and flood roads and buildings. Dozens of adjacent businesses with direct road access can create
a safety issue as motorists are forced to contend with numerous merging and braking cars in high speed
areas. Commercial development does not have to create this series of problems.
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Through the 2008 Community Survey, Lakeside residents and property owners have made clear
their wish to preserve the small town atmosphere, rural scenic views, habitat for wildlife, and the
scenic corridor along Highway 93; no “journey through a commercial canyon” north or south of
downtown Lakeside. In addition, the survey clearly demonstrated the community wishes to have a say
in their destiny and in development that may impact the nature and character of the community.

The survey also clearly demonstrated that planning area residents/owners do not want to see “industry”
come to the area. “Light Industry” and “Heavy Industry” both received the lowest rankings (see Figure
5-2) on the 2008 community survey — i.e. they were the least desirable businesses to be in the area. It
should be noted, however, that there are already some lumber mills in the area. Should burning
restrictions ever come to the Flathead as they have other similar locations, logging operations may be
required to process wood per appropriate restrictions.

5.1.2 Issues & Opportunities

1.

ISSUE: Even though there is plenty of vacant commercial space in downtown Lakeside or in areas
immediately surrounding the downtown, commercial development can and is occurring outside
downtown Lakeside in unzoned areas, especially at the intersection of Deer Creek Road and
Highway 93.

ISSUE AND OPPORTUNITY:: There is more commercial space in Lakeside than there is demand.

ISSUE: Lakeside is not a “self-sustaining” (all services available locally) Community. Currently,
survey respondents are perfectly willing to drive to Kalispell for services or commercial enterprises
not available in the Community.

ISSUE AND OPPORTUNITY: Lakeside is both a resort-seasonal destination and a year-round
Community, attracting many visitors in the summer season, and to a lesser degree, in the winter
season for winter sports.

OPPORTUNITY: The community identified areas for improvement in the downtown area and
supported some development restrictions such as building height & signage, parking, sidewalks,
landscaping, general appearance.

OPPORTUNITY: The community supports additional pedestrian-safe infrastructure in the town
center.

OPPORTUNITY: The community supports actions to improve the appearance in downtown
Lakeside.

5.1.3 Goals & Policies

GOAL 1. Preserve the rural nature of the community north and south of downtown Lakeside along the
Highway 93 Scenic Corridor.

Policy 1.1. Protect views and promote safety along Hwy 93 by promoting commercial development
off the highway and encouraging mitigation of commercial development using typical techniques
such as minimizing mass & size, appropriate signs, clustering to limit multiple direct highway
accesses, turn lanes, setbacks & buffers, landscaping, open spaces, parking areas behind buildings,
etc.

Policy 1.2. Encourage the use of frontage roads to minimize traffic problems.

Policy 1.3. Encourage commercial development in existing commercial nodes but not in “strip”
commercial patterns.
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Policy 1.4. Light industrial development should be in areas where the safety and quality of life of
Lakeside residents and visitors would not be negatively impacted,;

Policy 1.5. Discourage industrial development within the planning area that is incompatible with the
desired small town atmosphere and rural character of the area or that negatively impacts mountain

and lake views.

GOAL 2. Create an attractive, safe, and vibrant town center for business, residents, property owners and
visitors

Policy 2.1. Encourage commercial development inside the downtown district and off Highway 93.

Policy 2.2. Encourage general commercial development to include sufficient parking, sidewalks and

landscaping.

Policy 2.3. Monitor conformance of signage to County standards for “scenic corridor” designation
and report those in non-conformance

5.1.4 Implementation Strategies

Implementation strategies are intended to provide guidelines for accomplishing goals and adhering to policies,
and are considered action items to implement the 2010 Neighborhood Plan.

5.1.4.1

Community Council Actions

1) In February 2009 this Plan Committee recommended that the Community Council establish a
new committee to write a development plan for the Lakeside Town Center. The Council agreed
and established the Lakeside Town Center Planning Committee.

This Town Center Planning Committee is charged with:

A) Drafting a detailed land use plan for the Town Center that encourages a viable and
vibrant community for Lakeside businesses, residents, property owners, and visitors. It
should address at a minimum:

1)

1)

1)

Road connectivity: A logical network of roads should be defined as a goal to
work toward. This will probably entail crossing private land, so creative
approaches need to be identified to encourage landowner participation. Creative
approaches are needed to encourage developers to contribute to achieving the
road connectivity plan. The community has expressed a desire for connectivity
between Bierney Creek and Blacktail Roads to reduce the need for local traffic on
Hwy 93.

Bike/Walk paths: A plan for sidewalks, crosswalks and paths within Lakeside
should be developed to facilitate safe and enjoyable pedestrian traffic. This plan
should be coordinated with the County Paths project.

Expanding commercial focus off Highway 93: Major traffic draws, such as the
Post Office, should be relocated. (Note that Post Office staff have indicated
support for such a move, but need public support to pursue it.) An alternative
commercial center off Highway 93 should be developed.
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5.1.4.2

1)

2)

IV) Parking: More convenient parking is needed off Highway 93 to support
community safety and business success. Due to the proximity of the lake,
aggressive mitigation of runoff from parking areas is required.

V) Appearance: The feasibility of a common architectural design theme should be
explored. Landscaping using native vegetation and zeroscaping techniques
should be encouraged to improve appearance and help control runoff. Lighting
should be evaluated.

VI) Business promotion: Ideas are needed to make downtown businesses more
successful. Empty business buildings need to be filled.

B) Overseeing the adoption of the Town Center Plan as a part of the Lakeside Neighborhood
Plan and the Flathead County Growth Policy

C) Overseeing the implementation of the recommendations in the Town Center Plan

D) The Neighborhood Plan Committee will make all data they have gathered available to the
Town Center Planning Committee and support this committee in any way needed.

Regulatory Recommendations

This Neighborhood Plan strongly recommends that future “general/retail/commercial”
development be focused in the downtown area and discourages general/retail/commercial
development on Hwy 93 north and south of the downtown area. “Home-based businesses”
(small in scale, compatible with the neighborhood in which it resides, and consistent with the
definition of HOME OCCUPATION and HOME-BASED BUSINESSES in County subdivision
and zoning regulations), is acceptable anywhere in the plan area. Home-based is distinguished
from general/retail/commercial in that the premises have a use and scale secondary to the
residential use, has no adverse impact on the neighborhood, and no walk-in traffic generation..
The intent is:

A) to provide safe access to commercial enterprises,

B) to preserve the beauty, rural nature, and views along Highway 93 north and south of
Lakeside Town Center, and

C) to not create a “journey through a commercial canyon” along Highway 93.

Consider amending zoning regulations to include landscape and parking plans for new and
retrofitted development which incorporate the following:

A) Separation of pedestrian infrastructure from the roadway, especially Highway 93.

B) Utilize boulevard trees as close to the Highway 93 rights of way as possible as a method
to soften the roadway to encourage slower traffic speeds.

C) Limit ingress and egress to Highway 93 as much as possible and define those points with
curbs, gutters and landscaping.

D) When possible, avoid placing parking at the front of a business to avoid a “strip”
appearance. Parking is encouraged to be at the side or back of the structure with the
structure placed close to the front setback when feasible.

E) See Appendix G for some renderings of attractive town center design considerations.
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3) The Community Council should include these criteria in its review of development applications
and consider implementation of this plan through land use regulations or zoning.

5.1.4.3 Community Organization

1) Lakeside citizens and members of the community council should report possible violations of the
County Zoning Regulations for signage in the Lakeside neighborhood. Reports should be
submitted in writing to the Flathead County Planning and Zoning Office.
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5.2 Roads & Highways

This sub-chapter will examine the current situation and some future plans with regard to roads and
highways. Sources of information for this sub-chapter are:

A. Flathead County Road Department

B. Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) officials and their website
C. 2008 Community Survey

D. Local Newspaper Articles

E. Interviews and conversations with local residents and other sources.

The Lakeside Neighborhood Plan area has a mix of roads that include:
o A federal highway maintained by the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT).
e Arterial roads maintained by Flathead County Road and Bridge Department.

e Local roads and subdivision roads, some maintained by Flathead County Road and Bridge
Department, and some maintained by private groups such as homeowner associations.

Meeting minutes from a 1994 meeting of the Neighborhood Plan Committee with various road officials
state:

e “Larry Brazda, State Department of Transportation, discussed the status of the State Highway
Programs for the Lakeside area. He reported that no upgrades of lighting, signs, roadway, or
frontage roads were planned for the foreseeable future unless the funds for such activity were
generated locally. A speed study may be possible in order to address the speeding issue through
the Lakeside business community, however, quite often such studies indicate the need to increase
speed limits based on prevailing speeds.

e Mark Pitman, Flathead County Road Department, addressed County road issues. He stated that
his department had no plans for major road construction, reconstruction, or new pavement in the
Lakeside area. He was having enough trouble keeping up with potholes, maintenance, and
emphasized needs for citizens reporting road problems.”

Today, many of these issues still exist. However, since 1994 some improvements have been made:

A traffic study was conducted on Highway 93 in downtown Lakeside.

Some county roads have been paved in the planning area.

The county has adopted new regulations for new roads which include a 24 foot paved driving
surface.

A Highway 93 speed study was conducted in downtown Lakeside (additional information under
the Existing Conditions sub-chapter below).

A few county roads were paved, maintenance on major roads continues, and new subdivisions
are following the guidelines of the Minimum Standards for Design and Construction for the
Flathead County Road Department (adopted 2007), which includes a 24 foot paved driving
surface.
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5.2.1 Existing Conditions
5.2.1.1 2008 Community Survey Results.

Response in the Community Survey rated the importance of traffic and roads very high, putting an
emphasis on safety and security.

e Traffic & roads rated sixth highest in importance on the list of 20 features (2.77 out of possible
3.00) and had the highest gap between importance and satisfaction. In other words, respondents
put high importance on the feature, but are the least satisfied with it.

e Safety and security rated highest in importance of all features. Though safety and security also
relates to crime, most of the respondents clarified that their concern was with road and highway
safety as opposed to crime.

e 89% of respondents indicated a medium to high concern with Highway 93. Comments indicated
the concern was for both pedestrian and motorized access to Highway 93.

e 62% felt that state and county road maintenance is adequate.

e Moderate support is given to placing additional flashing lights at intersections along Highway 93
in the downtown area.

Driving remains the prime mode of transportation at 98% but there is a significant interest in bike an